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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments witli respect to claims 22-42 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 22-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stanley (US 6.836.467) In view of Yea et al (US 6.829.491). 

Regarding claim 22, Stanley teaches a method of planning cellular 
communication networks (Abstract, Modeling costs of wireless network infrastructure), 
implemented using a computer (Col. 2, line 47 to C3, line 41), comprising the step of 
defining at least one cost function to be optimized (Cost Optimal, Col. 2, line 47-67), 
said at least one cost function being indicative of the quality of service of at least one 
class of services rendered by the network(Abstract, cost function), and (Col. 5, lines 49- 
62, Col. 17, lines 14-34), 
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But Stanley does not explicitly teach comprising the step of selecting, by the 
computer, said at least one class of services as location-based services rendered by 
said network. 

However, Yea teaches comprising the step of selecting (Col. 7, lines 22-67), by 
the computer (Col. 8, lines 12-41), said at least one class of services as location-based 
services rendered by said network (Col. 2, line 48 to Col. 3 line 50, Col. 6, lines 9-33), 
and (see Signal Quality, Col. 7, line 55 to Col. 8, line 41). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Stanley, with Yea's teaching, in order to 
maximizing the quality of service such as lost call rates, traffic usage, loading, call 
quality measures, location measurement and/or locating the mobile terminals in different 
locations, positions, and in different areas for saving cost. 

Regarding claim 23, Stanley and Yea teach the method of claim 22, wherein 
said cost function indicative of the quality of service of location-based services is based 
on measuring a dilution of precision of said network (see Signal Quality, Col. 7, line 55 
to Col. 8, line 41), and (Col. 8, lines 12-41) all of Yea. 

Regarding claim 24, Stanley and Yea teach the method of claim 22, comprising 
the steps of: defining a joint cost function jointly indicative of the quality of service of 
location-based services (Col. 5, lines 49-62), and (Col. 17, lines 14-34) and at least an 
additional class of services rendered by said network (Col. 8, lines 12-41), said 
additional class of services being selected from the group of voice services and data 
services (Col. 2, line 48 to Col. 3 line 50, Col. 6, lines 9-33); and optimizing said joint 
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cost function (see Signal Quality, Col. 7, line 55 to Col. 8, line 41), and (Col. 8, lines 12- 
41) all of Stanley. 

Regarding claim 25, Stanley and Yea teach the method of claim 22, comprising 
the steps of: providing a system for measuring at least one actual network parameter 

(Col. 3, lines 17-50); and comparing the measurements provided by said measurement 
system with the corresponding parameters as planned (Col. 2 line 48 to Col. 3, line 51) 
all of Yea. 

Regarding claim 26, Stanley and Yea teach the method of claim 22, comprising 
the step of locating at least one critical point in the network where inadequate quality of 
service is being provided (Col. 12, line 27-65) of Stanley. 

Regarding claim 27, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 
claim 26, comprising the step of generating information items indicative of counter 
measures to be carried out in said network in order to dispense with at least one critical 
point (Col. 12, line 27-65) of Stanley. 

Regarding claim 28, Stanley and Yea teach the method of claim 22, wherein 
said at least one cost function is optimized by using as input data the location of at least 
one radiating system associated with one base station in said cellular communication 
network (Col. 2, line 48 to Col. 3 line 50) of Yea. 

Regarding claim 29, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 
claim 28, for planning a cellular communication network over a given area (Abstract), 
comprising the steps of: subdividing said area into sub-areas (Col. 2, line 47 to col. 3, 
line 42), one of said sub-areas corresponding to the destination sub-area of a new base 
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station in said network (Col. 4, lines 17-57), the remaining sub-areas being expected to 
be affected by the introduction of said new base station (Col. 16 lines 19-67); planning 
said destination sub-area of the new base station also by evaluating the effects on said 
remaining sub-areas (Col. 2, line 48 to Col. 3 line 47); and evaluating the quality of 
service resulting from said planning while ascertaining whether such a level of quality of 
service is satisfactory (Col. 2, line 48 to Col. 3 line 40), and (Col. 6, line 49 to Col. 7, line 
29) all of Stanley. 

Regarding claim 30, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 

claim 29, wherein said planning involves computing a point-by-point value of the dilution 
of precision for all the pixels in the area subject to planning (Col. 2, line 48 to Col. 3 line 
50, Col. 6, lines 9-33) of Yea. 

Regarding claim 31, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 
claim 30, wherein said planning involves computing a cost function pertaining to location 
services only (Col. 2, line 48 to Col. 3 line 51), said cost function being a linear 
combination of said dilution of precision and the average and minimum values thereof 
(Col. 17, lines 14-34), and (Col. 12, lines 26-65) all of Stanley. 

Regarding claim 32, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 
claim 29, comprising the step of optimizing a joint cost function for voice, data and 
location services (AbstractO, and (Col. 2, line 48 to Col. 3 line 40, Col. 17, lines 14-34) 
all of Stanley. 

Regarding claim 33, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 
claim 29, wherein, if said quality of service is found not to be satisfactory (Col. 1 1 , lines 
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3-51), comprising the step of re-planning the position of at least one radiating system 
associated with one base station in said cellular network (Col. 17, lines 14-34), and 
(Col. 12, lines 26-65) all of Stanley. 

Regarding claim 34, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 
claim 33, wherein said at least one radiating system whose position is re-planned 
associated with one base station is a radiating system associated with said new base 
station (Col. 17, lines 14-34), and (Col. 12, lines 26-65) all of Stanley. 

Regarding claim 35, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 
claim 25, comprising the steps of: providing a set of network design parameters (Col. 1 , 
line 20-63); obtaining from said measurement system a set of measurements 
corresponding to said set of design parameters (Col. 7, lines 18-53); and locating at 
least one critical area wherein the quality of service of said location services fails to 
reach an expected quality of service level as a result of said set of measurements failing 
to comply with said set of network design parameters (see Signal Strength/Accuracy 
network design. Col. 8, lines 44-67), and (Col. 9, 36 to Col. 10, lines 21) all of Stanley. 

Regarding claim 36, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 
claim 35, comprising the steps of: selecting a service scenario (Col. 2, 46 to Col. 3, line 
41 ); and selecting at least one location system as the one most affected by the 
variations in the network parameters being analyzed (Col. 4, lines 17-58) all of Stanley. 

Regarding claim 37, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 
claim 35, comprising the step of providing a list of points in the network characterized by 
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their quality of service (Col. 17, lines 14-34), and see accuracy/signal strength (Col. 12, 
lines 26-65) all of Stanley. 

Regarding claim 38, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 
claim 35, comprising the steps of generating (Col. 2, lines 24-65) and displaying a map 
of critical points in the area under analysis (See Figure #2A, Network Modeling Tool 
#270, displaying on a monitor. Col. 3, lines 16-50), and (Col. 7, line 55 to Col. 8, line 67) 
all of Yea. 

Regarding claim 39, Stanley and Yea teach the method of claim 22, comprising 
the step of providing a remote deployment module arranged for operating on a sub-set 
of the network subject to planning (See Figure #2A, Network Modeling Tool with #270, 
Col. 3, lines 16-50), and (Col. 7, line 55 to Col. 8, line 67) all of Yea. 

Regarding claim 40, the combination of Stanley and Yea teach the method of 
claim 39, comprising the steps of configuring said remote deployment module for 
collecting local network data (Col. 3, lines 16-60), pre-validating such measurements 
and either comparing said measurements with corresponding planning data of a 
network design sub-set or sending such measurements to a remote module for further 
processing (Col. 3, lines 16-50), and (Col. 7, line 55 to Col. 8, line 67) all of Yea. 

Regarding claim 41, Stanley and Yea teach A cellular communication network 
comprising at least one processing module for implementing the planning method of any 
one of claims 22 to 40, (Col. 3, lines 16-50), and (Col. 7, line 55 to Col. 8, line 67) all of 
Yea. 
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Regarding claim 42, Stanley and Yea teach a computer readable medium 
encoded with a computer program product loaded into a memory of a computer and 
including software code portions for performing the steps of the method of any one of 
claims 22 to 40, (Col. 6, lines 17-47), and (Col. 8, lines 19-67) all of Yea. 

Conclusion 

4. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL T. VU whose telephone number is (571)272- 
8131 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00am - 6:00pm. 



Application/Control Number: 10/566,677 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2617 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles N. Appiah can be reached on 571-272-7904. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retheval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) 
or 571-272-1000. 

//MICHAEL TVU/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



/Charles N. Appiah/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



